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Whitelaw; Prof. P. Albert; Dr. P.E. Filion; Mr. J. 
Relton; Mr. M. DiGrappa; Mr. P. Dupras; Mr. P. 
Senez; Mr. F. Longpré; Mr. R. Adelson. 


Call to Order 
Because of the lack of quorum, it was agreed to begin the meeting at 2:10 
pm. on an informal basis, with the understanding that any motions passed 


would be subsequently ratified by Senate when quorum had materialized. 


Approval of Minutes 


The Chairman advised that the Minutes of the Senate meeting of November 
25, 1983, had not been completed in time to be circulated for this meeting 
and would therefore be dealt with at a subsequent meeting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
FANCOTT, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 
OCTOBER 28, 1983, BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED 


Chairman's Remarks. 


The Chairman advised that the resolution that was passed at the last Senate 
meeting recommending to the Board of Governors that a committee be 
established to deal with the implementation of the Report on the Status of 
Women at Concordia, has gone to a committee of the Board which was now 
considering it and it would reach the Board at some future meeting. 


Question Period 


In response to a question concerning the change in the time of the Senate 
meeting, the Chairman explained that the practice has been to announce both 
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the December and May meetings as all-day meetings, because for many 
years the back-up of Agenda items was usually such that it required a full 
day meeting in order to clear up the list of items. However, for the past few 
years, it has been rare to have an all-day meeting in December, and even 
less so in May, and it might therefore be better to simply assume that these 
would be scheduled as half-day meetings, in future years. In any case, the 
Steering Committee might well look into the question, particularly since the 
original reason for arranging the schedule as it has been, seems to have 
changed. 


In response to a question concerning a proposed modification to the 
composition of Senate, which had been submitted by the Academic Deans 
and Provost to the Steering Committee approximately two years ago, the 
Chairman advised that at his request the Secretary was presently in the 
process of looking up the Steering Committee file from that particular time. 
He further stated that to the best of his recollection, the matter was 
considered by the Steering Committee at more than one meeting in that 
period; that the Steering Committee had decided at that time that it was not 
the appropriate moment to pursue the matter; and that a review of the 
Steering Committee file would presumably reveal the specific reasons for 
that decision. In any case, since the question has now been raised, the file 
would be reviewed and the matter would be presented to the Steering 
Committee for consideration at its next meeting. 


Senate was advised that a University-wide Graduation Ball which has been 
scheduled to take place on Friday night, March 30, 1984, was being 
organized by a committee established by the CUSA Board of Directors, and 
it was wondered whether there was any way in which professors could be 
encouraged to refrain from scheduling mid-term examinations etc., on that 
particular week-end, so that students might be free to attend the Ball. It was 
suggested that the matter be referred to the Academic Vice-Rectors and 
Deans to see what might possibly be done vis-a-vis the above request. 


In response to a question concerning the 10 [cents] charge for 
photo-copying in the Concordia Libraries, it was stated that photo-copying 
machines were under the jurisdiction of the Printing Services, as opposed to 
the Library and consequently one was not aware of policy details relating to 
such services. However, it was agreed that the matter be looked into in 
order to see what considerations there might be with respect to possibly 
reducing the photo-copying charges to 5 [cents], as was the practice at 
McGill. 


In response to a question concerning policies relating to the publication of 
academic regulations, such as the "Regulation on the Prohibition of 
Examinations in the Final Week of Term", which was passed by Senate in 
1980, it was stated that in general the academic regulations were published 
in the Calendar, in one form or another, but at the same time, one did not 
know off-hand, whether or not the specific regulation referred to, was in 
fact covered in the Calendar. In addition, Senate was advised that UCCC 
was presently reviewing what was published in the Calendar under 
Academic Regulations and the specific regulation referred to would be 
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brought to the attention of UCCC for consideration during the review 
process. 


With respect to a question concerning charges against the Athletic 
Department, which recently appeared in The Link, the Chairman advised 
that that particular area was under the responsibility of Dr. Breen, 
Vice-Rector, Academic, who was currently investigating the issues and be 
has either already, or was about to, set up a group to formally look into the 
matter. 


Quorum 

The Chairman announced at 2:40 p.m. that there was a quorum. 

IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY MS. 
MURRAY, THAT THE VOTE ON THE MOTION TO APPROVE THE 
MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF OCTOBER 28, 1983, BE 
RATIFIED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


There were no reports. 
Appointments 
There were no appointments. 


Graduate Curriculum Changes 


In presenting the Graduate curriculum change proposals, (document 
US-83-13-Dl), Dean French explained the various and numerous processes 
through which the proposed changes have been vetted, prior to their arrival 
at Senate. He also drew Senate's attention to the Report from the University 
Curriculum Coordinating Committee, (document US-83-13-D2), and the 
Report from the Senate Committee on Academic Development, (document 
US-83-13-D2). He stated that, given that there were approximately three 
areas for possible debate, as indicated in the Reports from UCCC and 
SCAD, he would forego his usual practice of presenting the proposals as a 
single package and would instead break the proposals up and present them 
as smaller packages, beginning with the changes in Fine Arts. 


Fine Arts 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN EMERY, 
THAT THE PROPOSED MAJOR MODIFICATIONS IN FINE ARTS, 
(DOCUMENT US-83-13-Dl), WITH THE EXCEPTION OF THE 
PROPOSED CONCENTRATION IN FILM PRODUCTION IN THE 
MFA, BE APPROVED. 
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MOTION CARRIED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN EMERY, 
THAT THE PROPOSED CONCENTRATION IN FILM PRODUCTION 
IN THE MFA, (DOCUMENT US-83-13-Dl), BE APPROVED. 


In presenting the UCCC Report on the proposed concentration in Film 
Production, (document US-83-13-D2), Prof. Giguere advised that while it 
was not the specific function of UCCC to address resource questions, 
nonetheless, the Committee had in fact flagged the proposal as having 
resource implications. 


Prof. Ornstein advised that the proposed Film Production Concentration had 
been closely studied by the Senate Committee on Academic Development, 
and that the Committee was recommending that the proposal be approved, 
with the understanding that the programme would be implemented only if 
external funding could be found, (Section I, document US-83-13-D3). 


It was stated that the history of the proposal actually went back some 5 
years ago with the foundation of the BFA in Cinema, which programme has 
become, during that very short period of time, the best in Canada, as 
evidenced by the fact that students in the programme had received 50% of 
the awards which were given out at the penultimate Student Film Festival 
and 75% of the awards given out at the last Festival, and also by the fact 
that the Fine Arts Faculty has been approached by the Government of 
Quebec for its reactions to a suggestion that the Department of Cinema at 
Concordia be the nucleus of a National Film School for Quebec, i.e., the 
programme has unusually high standing in a milieu which was 
distinguished in Canada for its informed and critical interest in cinema. It 
was further stated that the capital cost associated with the proposed 
programme, which was not tremendous, could be absorbed within the 
normal capital allocation to the Faculty of Fine Arts, which would perhaps 
not allow the programme to be offered in a luxurious fashion and all at 
once, but would allow it to be phased in a year by year process; that the 
operating cost would be $34,000 per year, for the first two years, i.e., the 
equivalent of a faculty position being paid slightly less than the University 
average; and that one did not consider this to be very costly, nor would it 
necessarily adversely affect every other programme in the University, if the 
Faculty was given the privilege of going ahead with the programme 
regardless of the costs involved; rather, one would assume that that would 
merely increase the University's accumulated deficit by $34,000, and one 
could not think of a better cause in which this elasticity might be exercised. 


It was further argued that the University ought to grab at any opportunity in 
order to achieve one of these areas which were defined in the Mission 
Statement as "steeples of excellence", that the University could ill-afford not 
to support those areas in which there was a proven track record of great 
excellence, as was the case in this instance, and where the expectation of a 
continuation and development of this excellence was extremely good; that 
there was no university in existence today that could afford to let such an 
opportunity pass; and that one could not believe that a body like Senate, 


which was charged with the growth and development of the University's 
curriculum and scholarly programmes, could actually bring itself to turn 
thumbs down on what was described as one of the best methods for 
achieving that objective, which it has had for many a long day. 


It was suggested that, given the fact that the Government was stressing the 
importance of Concordia cooperating with other universities in the founding 
of a "National Film School", if we approved the programme for funding, it 
might give the appearance that Concordia was starting off on its own, 
which, it was felt, might be politically unwise to do. 


It was noted that the motion on the floor was simply to approve the 
proposed programme, and did not include the usual phrase - "subject to the 
comments of UCCC and SCAD". Consequently, if recommendations, 
particularly those from SCAD, were to apply in this instance, an amendment 
to the motion would have to be made. 


In response to a question, Senate was advised that the vote at BGS, 
recommending approval of the proposal, consisted of 3 in favour, 0 against, 
and 16 abstentions. 


It was stated that the members of BGS who abstained from voting, did not 
wish to oppose the proposed programme, because they felt that it was a 
good programme, but at the same time they felt that it should be sent to 
Quebec for new programme funding, so that we could not only put on a 
good programme, but put it on well, i.e., that it be well funded; and since, 
in effect, it was out of order to discuss funding at BGS, those members 
abstained from voting. 


During continued discussion a concern was voiced over what was termed 
the realism of the resources which the Faculty or department would actually 
be able to bring to the programme, in terms of available full-time faculty 
who were already over extending themselves vis-a-vis service to the 
department. 


With respect to item 1.2, in the Report from the Senate Committee on 
Academic Development, (document US-83-13-D3), it was stated that the 
question of an école nationale du cinéma and the consortium, was a 
phenomenon that has an interest beyond the particular programme now 
being discussed. It was explained that during the past summer, the Ministry 
of Communications of Quebec came out with a proposal that there be an 
école nationale du cinéma, which was viewed very apprehensively by the 
Ministry of Education, i.e., they did not want the Ministry of 
Communications moving into the education business, they felt that this was 
something that should be in the education sector, and that it could be 
handled by the universities. Accordingly, the Ministry of Education 
contacted Concordia University, which it considers to be the main player in 
the field of cinema, and asked us to submit a proposal as to how this 
University might become the nucleus of the proposed école nationale du 
cinéma. After having prepared and submitted a proposal, Concordia was 
informed by the Ministry of Education that while they ,found the proposal 


to be very interesting, nonetheless, since this was really in the cultural area, 
it would be politically impossible for the Ministry to make Concordia the 
centre for this development. Alternatively, the Ministry of Education 
suggested that Concordia consult with other universities, specifically 
UQAM, and possibly some of the CEGEPs, to see whether a consortium 
could be set up, which would become, in effect, an école nationale du 
cinéma. These consultations were now on going and the expectation was 
that a proposal would be produced during the course of the winter, which 
would essentially put together the resources of UQAM and Concordia, and 
hopefully would obtain extra funds for a consortium in the area of cinema. 
It was further stated that at this stage, given that we were going into 
discussions with UQAM, it was very important for the Senate of Concordia 
to declare unequivocally that it was in favour of the proposal as an academic 
programme. In addition, Senate was advised that the Ministry of Education 
was specifically asked whether, in the particular circumstances, the 
University should submit the proposed Concentration in Film Production to 
the Ministry of Education with a request for funding under the normal 
channels, the response to which was that it would not be a good idea to do 
so, because it would be interpreted as meaning that Concordia did not really 
want to play the game of creating a consortium and that it would be 
preferable for Concordia to talk to UQAM about the possibility of 
establishing a consortium and work this particular proposal, and the funding 
of it, into that. Finally, it was suggested that in view of this, an appropriate 
motion would be that the proposed programme be approved in principle, 
with the proviso that one year from now, it will be reviewed for 
implementation, in the light of circumstances pertaining at that time. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED 
BY DR. DANIEL THAT THE PROPOSED CONCENTRATION IN FILM 
PRODUCTION BE APPROVED IN PRINCIPLE, WITH THE PROVISO 
THAT ONE YEAR FROM NOW, IT WILL BE REVIEVED FOR 
IMPLEMENTATION IN THE LIGHT OF CIRCUMSTANCES 
PERTAINING AT THAT TIME. 


During continuing discussion concern was voiced over the intention to await 
the outcome of developments vis-a-vis a consortium, without considering in 
the interim other alternatives, such as submitting the proposal to the "comité 
conjoint des programmes". It was argued that by not approaching the 
"comité conjoint des programmes", as was normally the practice, we 
would, in fact be cutting off one of our options; and that given the fact that 
the programme would be better launched with increased support, that we 
were not quite sure that the consortium would ever come into existence, nor 
what kind of funding might be available if it did come into existence, that 
having the proposed Concentration in Film Production in place would in no 
way rule out the possibility of forming a consortium, the most appropriate 
course of action would be to submit the proposed programme to the "comité 
conjoint des programmes". 


It was explained that the amendment was not intended to rule out any 
particular route that might be followed vis-a-vis development of the 
proposed programme. It was also pointed out that if it should be decided to 


send the proposal to the "comité conjoint des programmes", a letter of intent 
would have to be forwarded next June and the complete dossier submitted 
by next September. Consequently, if by next June, it should turn out that 
the route which has the best possibility of acquiring funding, was to submit 
the proposal to the "comité conjoint des programmes" in a unilateral 
fashion, after having examined the various possibilities, then one would 
presume that that would be the decision taken by the appropriate authorities 
in the University. 


In response to a question as to whether or not it was within the mandate of 
Senate, in motions concerning the approval of new programmes, to 
prescribe going to the "comité conjoint des programmes", the Chairman 
stated that while the question has seldom presented itself in quite this 
fashion, presumably Senate could do so, i.e., sending a new programme 
proposal to the "comité conjoint des programmes" has usually simply been 
presumed to be the next step in the process. Technically speaking, it would 
be a matter of seeing what happens over the next few months with respect to 
discussions for a consortium and making a decision next June either to 
submit the programme to the "comité conjoint des programmes", not to 
submit it, or other possible variations in between, e.g., to formally submit 
the programme but with a request that consideration be held in abeyance 
pending the outcome of discussions to form a consortium, which would be 
one way of getting a foot in the door and yet not making the gesture of 
trying to do it unilaterally. In addition, it has usually been left to the people 
conducting all of these discussions, to take a decision somewhere along the 
way, rather than for Senate itself to prescribe that it absolutely must be done 
in a particular manner. 


It was stated that there have been past instances where Concordia has lost 
out with respect to funding for new programmes, simply because we had 
not approached the "comité conjoint des programmes" and one would 
strongly urge the proper authorities in the University to consider that route 
vis-a-vis the Concentration in Film Production. It was also argued that the 
timing of submissions to the "comité conjoint des programmes" was critical; 
that if there was a move towards developing cinema in Quebec, this was the 
time for Concordia to establish that it has something to offer in that area; and 
that whether or not the programme gets funding, we should nevertheless 
make a presentation to the "comité conjoint des programmes". 


It was stated that one would not be particularly happy with the idea of a 
Senate motion obliging the University to submit the proposal immediately to 
the "comité conjoint des programmes", but at the same time, University 
authorities would certainly be alert to that possibility and should know by 
the June, 1984 deadline date, exactly which way the consortium was going. 


It was stated that, from the point of view of the Faculty of Fine Arts, we 
should choose the most expeditious route that this discussion suggests, and 
also that we get the most generous financing for the programme that we can 
find. It was also argued that the proposed Concentration in Film Production 
was the kind of programme that would not improve by being kept on the 
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back burner for the next 4 or 5 years and that the earlier the proposed option 
could be put into position, the better. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


Arts and Science 


Dean French, in presenting the proposed major modifications in Arts and 
Science, (document US-83-13-Dl), explained that there was a possibility for 
one amendment concerning the Diploma in Adult Education, because of the 
recommendation from SCAD, (item II.1., document US-83-13-D3), that 
consideration of the proposal be postponed to the January, 1984, Senate 
meeting. He advised that procedurally, he intended to move the adoption of 
the entire package of proposed major modifications in Arts and Science, 
following which, any member of Senate so inclined, could propose an 
amendment to table the Diploma programme in Adult Education. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN ROY, 
THAT THE PROPOSED MAJOR MODIFICATIONS IN ARTS AND 
SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT US-83-13-Dl), BE APPROVED. 


A concern was voiced over the deviation from the normal practice whereby 
motions to approve curriculum changes, at both the undergraduate and 
graduate levels, have contained the caveat "subject to the recommendations 
of UCCC and SCAD". It was also stated that the position that Senate was 
in, vis-a-vis the motion on the floor, was made even more strange by virtue 
of the fact that the Chairman of SCAD, Prof. Ornstein, since he was not a 
member of Senate, could not make the amendment on behalf of the 
Committee. 


In response to the above, the mover of the motion explained that his normal 
practice for many years has been to move the approval of such and such, "in 
the light of the Reports from UCCC and SCAD", because he has normally 
agreed with the recommendations from those Committees. He advised, 
however, that this time around, he did not agree with some of the things 
contained in the Reports from those Committees and he was not prepared to 
move their motions for them. He further stated that it would be in keeping 
with normal parliamentary procedure, for any member of Senate, who felt 
so inclined, to simply move that consideration of the proposed Diploma in 
Adult Education be tabled until January, as recommended by SCAD, but he 
was not about to do so himself. 


Prof. Giguere presented and explained the UCCC Report on the proposed 
major modifications in Arts and Science, (document US-83-13-D2). 


Prof. Ornstein presented the Report from SCAD, (document 
US-83-13-D2). With respect to the recommendation concerning the 
Diploma programme in Adult Education, he explained that by the time the 


Committee reached this particular item, some members had already left the 
meeting and given the issues and concerns which were being raised, it was 
felt that all members should be present before voting either to recommend 
that the proposal be approved or that it be turned down; hence the 
recommendation that consideration be postponed to the January, 1984, 
Senate meeting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MS. MURRAY, SECONDED BY MR. THOMAS, 
THAT THE MOTION TO APPROVE THE MAJOR MODIFICATIONS IN 
ARTS AND SCIENCE, BE TABLED. 


THE MOTION TO TABLE, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT 
CARRIED. 


ANAMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CHAIKELSON, 
SECONDED BY PROF. GIGUERE, THAT THE PHRASE -"IN THE 
LIGHT OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS FROM UCCC AND SCAD" - 
BE ADDED TO THE MAIN MOTION. 


It was explained that the above amendment was intended to apply to all 
major modifications in Arts and Science. 


In response to a concern expressed over the apparent contradiction between 
the recommendations from UCCC and SCAD, particularly with respect to 
the Diploma programme in Adult Education, and the effects of this vis-a-vis 
the amendment, it was explained that the recommendation from SCAD that 
consideration of the proposal be postponed to the January meeting of 
Senate, was, in effect, a tabling motion which would take precedence over 
the recommendation from UCCC. 


With respect to the UCCC comment concerning the title of the proposed 
option in "mentalités collectives" in the MA in History, (item 11.2.2., page 
2, document US-83-13-D2), it was explained that the word "mentalities" 
refers to the work of the "Annales" historians in France; and that the French 
term has become current, and has been for some time. among English 
speaking historians on both sides of the border and on both sides of the 
Atlantic. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


In response to a question concerning the micro-computer needs associated 
with the proposed programme modifications to the Master in the Teaching 
of Mathematics, it was argued that this was a high priority area; that the 
University had a lot of excellent human resources in this area; and that 
changes in the teaching of Mathematics, resulting from the introduction of 
micro-computers to the educational system generally, bodes well for the 
long term growth of this programme, provided that we now move towards 
modernization, the costs of which were rather modest. It was further stated 
that the Mathematics Department was already in the business of teaching 
computer type courses; that to date, something in the order of 14 sections 
have been given off-campus, using the resources of high schools, private 


institutions, etc; that the Department would be giving one course in January, 
using its own equipment; that the most recent examination of the 
micro-computer resources under the control of the Mathematics Department, 
indicates that the Department could certainly work with something in the 
range of 8 to 10 micro-computers, most of which would now be available to 
the Department on an ongoing basis, for use in teaching; that at that level, 
the Department could easily admit between 15 to 20 students to each of the 
three options which were being offered as part of the MTM programme; and 
that that would mean perhaps 30 or 40 students coming into the programme 
each year, which was a fairly reasonable intake for a Graduate programme. 
It was further pointed out that the courses in question were semi-elective; 
they did not have to be scheduled at all times; and the cost benefit picture, 
given the modest size of the operation was still quite favourable. Finally, it 
was stated that this was not a question of being able or not being able to 
present the programme, but rather it was a question of scale, in terms of 
meeting the needs of the market, as opposed to meeting the needs of the 
Mathematics Department; that the Department could get by with what it has 
now committed to the programme, but that would really not be tapping the 
market to anywhere near its full potential; that the 15 micro-computers 
referred to in item 11. 3. 2., in the SCAD Report, would eliminate 
microcomputers as a limiting factor; and that, if indeed, the existing IBM 
PC network on the SGW Campus could be modified to make it more 
suitable to teaching purposes, and if a micro-computing facility, designed 
with some teaching in mind, was built on the Loyola Campus, the 
Department's problems in this area would totally disappear and a substantial 
number of students could easily be accommodated in each of the options 
available’ in the MTM programme. 


It was stated that the above comments have highlighted, once again, the 
need for academic input with respect to the purchasing of computer 
equipment. It was also suggested that the possibility of eliciting some 
cooperation from the manufacturer of the computer equipment which the 
University will be using, should be investigated. 


In response to a concern expressed over resources associated with the 
proposed modification to the Master of Arts in Sociology, it was explained 
that the proposal entailed an increase of 12 credits per year in the courses 
taught in the programme, which was the only graduate programme offered 
by the Department. It was also emphasized that the proposal did not say that 
new resources were required by the Department in order to do this, and 
moreover, there was a reference to the distinct possibility that this may 
mean, in fact, a reallocation of resources within the Department itself. At the 
same time, however, the Department, as any department, would certainly 
welcome the infusion of additional resources. Again it was explained that 
the proposal was that there would be 12 credits of specialized courses 
offered per year, in order to follow the mandate arising from the BGS 
appraisal. 


In response to a follow-up question, it was stated that the costs associated 
with the proposed modification in the MA programme in Sociology, were 
being covered by the Dean's budget; that the change, which was in fact 
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required by the Board of Graduate Studies, has long been needed if the 
programme was going to remain viable; that the Department has responded; 
and that the Dean would ensure that the necessary money was available, so 
that the Department could offer this programme in the way in which it 
should be offered. 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


Commerce and Administration 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. 
PATTERSON, THAT THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION TO THE 
INTER-UNIVERSITY PH.D. PROGRAMME IN ADMINISTRATION, 
(DOCUMENT (US-83-13-Dl), BE APPROVED, IN THE LIGHT OF THE 
COMMENTS OF UCCC, (DOCUMENT US-83-13-D2),AND SCAD, 
(DOCUMENT US-83-13-D3). 


In response to a number of questions raised in the UCCC Report (item II, 
page 2, document US-83-13-D2), concerning the French requirement, it 
was explained that this was an admission requirement; that the phrase 
"understanding French" meant that a level of competence that would allow 
students to read technical material and follow lectures and discussions in 
both languages, would have to be demonstrated; that the level of 
competence would be determined informally, through interviews with the 
candidates conducted by bilingual people in the Faculty; and that candidates 
who were unable to demonstrate the required level of competence, would 
have to achieve that level of competence prior to admission to the 
programme. 


In response to a question concerning Administration 700 - "Foundations of 
Management Thought" and the inclusion in the course, of introduction to 
research methodologies in Management as a topic area, it was explained that 
the course which was offered at the Phase I level, was designed to introduce 
those students who did not have an MBA, to the programme itself. It was 
further stated that Administration 700 might be considered almost as a 
survey course, wherein research methodology would be looked at as one of 
the tools; that on the other hand, at the Phase II level, Administration 870 - 
"Research Methodology in Management", would be one of the beginning 
steps whereby individuals would develop theory papers which would 
ultimately lead to their final dissertation, 1.e., it would be item specific with 
respect to research tools, including statistics, computer utilization, etc., etc. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Engineering and Computer Science 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. 
GIGUERE, THAT THE PROPOSED MAJOR MODIFICATIONS IN 
ENGINEERING AND COMPUTER SCIENCE, (DOCUMENT 
US-83-13-Dl), BE APPROVED, IN THE LIGHT OF THE COMMENTS 
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OF UCCC, (DO CUMENT US-83-13-D2), AND SCAD, (DOCUMENT 
US-83-13-D3). 


Concerning the proposed Diploma Programme in Computer Science, it was 
pointed out that a change had been made at BGS, with respect to 
Performance Requirements, (item 7.3, document US-83-13-D]), which had 
not been picked up in the Graduation Requirements, (item 7.4). It was 
agreed that the phrase - "or must have obtained B or better on one-half of 
courses credited towards the Diploma.", be deleted from the Graduation 
Requirements, (item 7.4, document US-83-13-Dl). 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Procedures for Evaluation Committees and Advisory Search Committees 


The Chairman explained that the Board of Governors has established an Ad 
Hoc Committee which is to report to the Board on the existing procedures 
for Evaluation and Advisory Search Committees; and that the Ad Hoc 
Committee has invited submissions from anyone who might care to make 
submissions, and in particular, it has communicated to Senate, an invitation 
to submit any comments which Senate might have with respect to these 
procedures. He explained that Steering Committee has proposed that this 
item be on the Agenda and be discussed at this meeting; that at a minimum, 
the Senate minutes resulting from this discussion, could be forwarded to the 
Ad Hoc Committee as information; and that the Steering Committee would 
also take account of what may take place in the discussion and if it seems 
possible and useful, it may present to the next Senate meeting, something of 
a more formal nature, that might be put to the Board Committee. 


Concern was voiced over the recommendation from the Steering Committee 
as to how we should proceed, it being stated that although one believed that 
the notion of a round-table discussion can be useful, at the same time, one 
was not entirely convinced that we have not, in fact, overused that process 
as of late; that if we were going to have an amorphous discussion, the focus 
of which has yet to be determined, which the Steering Committee then 
attempts to make some sense out of and presents a series of resolutions to 
the next Senate meeting, and we have the same debate again, the chances 
were that we would end up with a series of unrelated and rather less than 
useful remarks taken in the context within which we were working; that 
while we could certainly proceed to consider this item in the manner 
proposed by the Steering Committee, this kind .of debate, especially with 
so little advance preparation, actually forces Senate, by its very nature, to 
debate things twice; that one would wonder whether this kind of departure 
from the former procedure whereby we would debate "straw" motions on 
the floor, was really the best way to proceed; and that while one was sure 
that we could have a stirring discussion on, for example, item 3.’, in the 
document US-83-13-D4. from the Steering Committee, - "The question of 
confidentiality.", as it relates to the search process, at the same time, one 
was not sure that by the end of the day, Steering Committee would be able 
to do much more than re-introduce the same debate, in a more formal way, 
at the next meeting. 


In response to a question as to why this item was on the agenda, it was 
stated that the issue had initially come up at Senate because of certain 
criticisms that had previously been made with respect to the procedures, the 
process, and the experience in connection with the last Evaluation and 
Advisory Search Committee; that at the October meeting of Senate it had 
been decided not to address the issue until the search process was over; that 
the Steering Committee had made a commitment at that time that the issue 
would be addressed by Senate when the search process was over; and that 
there was now a communiqué from the Secretary of the Ad Hoc Committee 
of the Board of Governors inviting a submission from Senate, if Senate 
wished to do so. It was also stated that many people in the University had, 
at least in private, expressed criticism of the search process, and the items 
noted in document US-83-13-D4, represented those things that had 
occurred to the Steering Committee as possibly being wrong with the search 
process and should perhaps be discussed by Senate. It was further stated 
that it was Senate's prerogative to discuss or not to discuss the issue; that 
we could, in fact, simply let the Ad Hoc Committee formulate another 
search procedure, without input from Senate, which, once completed, might 
come to Senate, basically for information; and that if Senate had anything to 
say on the matter, now was the time to do so. 


It was suggested that the comments so far centered on the question as to 
whether or not we should discuss the issue, and Senate should decide either 
that it was now going to discuss the topics listed in document 
US-83-13-D4, or adjourn. It was also stated that one would like to see a 
number of motions brought forward, possibly by the Steering Committee, 
particularly with respect to items 1. and 2., in document US-83-13-D4, 
which could then be discussed in that context, but not at today's meeting. 


It was stated that Senate has often, in fact, demonstrated the capability of 
being able to simply barrel along, having discussions about items that it 
knows nothing about and is completely incompetent to discuss, as opposed 
to making a serious decision on a focused issue. The feeling was also 
expressed that the University would not be well served by having a round 
table discussion on, for example, the question of confidentiality, (item 3., 
document US-83-13-D4), which, one would fear, would amount to a gripe 
session, based on hearsay evidence about committees that most people here 
were completely unfamiliar with and had no sympathy for. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. SINGER, SECONDED BY DEAN FRENCH, 
THAT THE MEETING BE ADJOURNED, (3:50 p.m.). 


MOTION CARRIED. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


US-84-1-Dl 


Report from the Steering Committee on the Re-composition of Senate 


At the December 16, 1983 meeting of Senate a question was raised 
concerning a proposed modification to the composition of Senate, which 
had been submitted by the Academic Deans and Provost to the Steering 
Committee some two years ago. Senate was informed that the file on this 
issue would be reviewed and the matter presented to the Steering Committee 
for consideration at its next meeting. 


Steering Committee has looked into the matter and has reviewed the existing 
documents. Steering Committee has also taken note of the fact that a 
reorganization of the administrative structure of the University, is presently 
underway. It is the opinion of the Steering Committee that it would be 
premature to reconstitute the Senate until the question of the administrative 
structure of the University has been settled. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


February 7, 1984 


